AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.1 1 1 Attorney Docket No.: Q83773 

Application No.: 10/509,390 

REMARKS 

This Amendment is filed in response to the non-final Office Action dated March 13, 
2009, and is respectfully submitted to be fully responsive to the rejections raised therein. 
Accordingly, favorable reconsideration on the merits and allowance are respectfiilly requested. 

In the present Amendment, the specification has been amended to incorporate the correct 
compounds of formulae (2), (5) and (6) as filed in the amendment to the specification on 
December 1,2008. 

Claim 12 has been amended to insert the article --the— before "phosphorescent organic 
guest material". 

No new matter has been added. Entry of the Amendment is respectfully submitted to be 
proper. Upon entry of the Amendment, claims 1-6, 8-10, 12, and 14 will be all the claims 
pending in the application. 

I. Allowed Claims and Withdrawn Reiectioii(s) 

At paragraph 2 on page 2 of the Detailed Action, the Examiner indicates that the rejection 
of claims 6, 10 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph has been overcome in view of the 
amendments to the claims. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for indicating that claims 1-6 and 8-10 are allowed and 
that claim 12 is allowable if amended to correct informalities. Claim 12 has been amended 
accordingly. Allowance of claim 12 is respectfully requested. 
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II. Response to Objections 

The Examiner has required correction of the specification. Specifically, the amendment 
to the specification to amend the paragraphs bridging pages 5 and 6, 8 and 9, and 9 and 10, 
contain formulae (2), (5) and (6) as originally filed. Therefore, formulae (2), (5) and (6) as 
amended in the amendment to the specification filed on December 1, 2008 were inadvertently 
not incorporated into the amendment to the specification as filed on June 12, 2009. 

Claim 12 is objected to for informalities as set forth on page 4 of the Detailed Action. 

Applicants respectfully request that the above-mentioned objections be withdrawn in 
view of the amendment to the specification and claims. 

III. Response to Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 103fa^ 

The rejection of claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 5,150,006 (Van Slyke) in view of Shunk et al. Journal of the American Chemical 
Society, v. 71(12) 1949 (Shunk). The Examiner's position is that claim 14 essentially recites a 
structural formula (1) because the recitation in the preamble of the claim is directed to an 
intended use and therefore has no patentable weight. The Examiner further asserts that claim 14 
should be amend by changing "by the following structural material (1):" to "by the following 
structural formula (1):". 

Applicants respectfully traverse and request that the rejection be withdrawn in view of 
the amendment to the claims and the following remarks. 
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As an initial matter, claim 14 has been amended to incorporate that Examiner's 
suggestion. 

Applicants respectfully submit that although Van Slyke discloses bis (2-methyl-8- 
quinolinolato)(p-phenylphenolato)aluminum (III) (compound PC-7) at lines 11-21 in column 13 
and bis (2-methyl-8-quinolinolato)(2-naphtholato)aluminum (III) (compound PC- 18) at lines 11- 
24 in column 15, Van Slyke does not describes any compound denoted by present formula (1) 
according to claim 14, which contains an phenyl substituted naphthalene substituent. 

Furthermore, Van Slyke does not describe the use of a derivative derived from compound 
PC- 18 having a specific phenyl substituted naphthalene ligand. 

Shunk teaches a process of synthesizing 6-cyclohexyl-A-octalone-2 (VIII), a steroid 
analog of the hormones progesterone, desoxycorticosterone and testosterone lacking ring C. 
Shunk also teaches a phenolic compound, i.e., 6-phenyl-2-naphthol (XI). (See Shunk at page 
3947, the right column, lines 3-4; and the left column, the fourth (4"") chemical formula (XI), 
wherein R represents an hydroxyl group (-0H)). Importantly, Shunk discloses in relevant part 
that the "[EJvidence confirming the structure of the octalone was obtained by dehydrogenation to 
2-phenylnaphthalene (X) and 6-phenyl-2-naphthol (XI)." (See Shunk, p. 3947, right column, 
lines 1-4). Accordingly, 6-phenyl-2-naphthol (XI) is a chemical resultant from the 
dehydrogenation of 6-cyclohexyl-A-octalone-2 (VIII), not a chemical precursor. Shunk is silent 
with respect to the use of 6-phenyl-2-naphthol (XI), other than evidence confirming the structure 
of 6-cyclohexyl-A-octalone-2 (VIII). 

The Examiner's position is that Shunk allegedly serves to provide evidence that the 
precursor (the phenolic compound) is known in the literature. (See page 8 paragraphs 26, 27 of 
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the Office Action dated August 29, 2008). Therefore, according to the Examiner, based on the 
general teaching in Van Slyke that a ligand may contain from 7-18 carbons, that larger ligands 
exhibit higher stability, and that the precursor phenolic compound is known in the literature, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to synthesize the structure shown 
below with the intent of improving stability by increasing the size of the phenolate ligand. 
Applicant respectfully disagree and submit that the rationale is improper. 

Shunk teaches only a process of making a product 6-cyclohexyl-A-octalone-2 (VIII), 
which is structurally different from the compound of present formula (1) as recited in claim 14. 
The compound in Shunk that the Examiner relies upon, i.e., compound (XI), is the dehydration 
product of the compound of (VIII), 6-cyclohexyl-A-octalone-2, which is used to confirm the 
structure of the compound of formula (VIII). 

Accordingly, Van Slyke and Shunk do not teach or suggest any reason why a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to modify the compound in Van Slyke and make a 
compound (1) according to present claim 14 based on the teachings of Shunk. 

In addition. Van Slyke, alone or combined with Shunk, does not teach or suggest a 
method of making the present compound of formula (1) as recited in claim 14. Therefore, it 
cannot have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to synthesize the present compound 
of formula (1) as recited in claim 14 with the intent of improving stability by increasing the size 
of the phenolate ligand. 

Furthermore, Applicants disagree with the Examiner's rationale as mentioned above in 
further view and consideration of evidence proffered in the previously submitted Rule 132 
Declaration. Applicants previously filed Rule 132 Declaration provides sufficient evidence to 
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demonstrate that the compound of present formula (1) provides superior/unexpected results 
compared to Van Slyke's compounds (e.g., PC-2, PC-7 and PC-18) when used for the purposes 
taught by Van Slyke. 

Applicants respectfully submit that since claim 14 is an organic host material for an 
organic electric field phosphorescent light emitting device, including a phosphorescent organic 
guest material, the organic host material being the structural formula (1), such a claimed organic 
host material provides an unexpected advantageous effect superior to similar substances shown 
in Van Slyke . 

For the above-mentioned reasons, the presently claimed invention of claim 14 is not 
rendered obvious over the subject matter taught in Van Slyke and/or Shunk. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claim 14 be withdrawn and the application be 
allowed. 

IV. Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 





Respectfully submitted, 




/Sunhee Lee/ 




Sunhee Lee 

Registration No. 53,892 




Respectfully submitted, 




INyeemahA, Grazier/ 


SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 


Nyeemah A. Grazier 
Registration No. 63,657 


WASHWOTONOmCE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 




Date: November 9, 2009 
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